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earned patent term adjustment See 37 CFR 1 704(b). 



Status 

1)S 

2a)Q 

3)D 



Responsive to communication(s) filed on 16 May 2003 . 

This action is FINAL. 2b)£3 This action is non-final. 



Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) 0 Claim(s) 1-20 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 0 Claim(s) 1-20 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
1 1 )□ The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 119 and 120 

13) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)^ All b)D Some*c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.0 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



30 Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) O The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) Q Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121. 

Attach ment(s) 

1 ) H Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) 

2) O Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5) 

3) O Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) . 6) 



Interview Summary (PTO-413) Paper No(s). 



Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 
Other: 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTO-326 (Rev. 04-01) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No. 1 1 



Application/Control Number: 09/940,399 Page 2 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

3. Claims 1-2 and 5-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Van Doeselaar et al. (US 5,717,576) in view of Juris etal. (US 4,349,241). 

Regarding claim 1, Van Doeselaar et al. discloses a housing (32) that reduces 
electromagnetic interference; an opening (for connector 66) in the housing to allow one 
or more cables to pass therethrough; and a flexible cable shield (64) formed as a 
conduit and having a first and a second end, the flexible cable shield having an inner 
surface formed on an electrically conductive flexible material that reduces 
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electromagnetic interference, the first end being secured to the enclosure and enclosing 
the opening (see Figure 2a), but does not disclose the second end being adjustably 
collapsible to closely surround one or more cables passing therethrough causing the 
inner surface of the flexible cable shield to contact the one or more cables. Juris et al. 
teaches an adjustably collapsible conduit that closely surrounds one or more cables 
passing therethrough causing the inner surface of the conduit to contact one or more 
cables (see col. 5, lines 63-68 and col. 6, lines 1-4 and Figure 2). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include a 
second end being adjustably collapsible to closely surround one or more cables passing 
therethrough causing the inner surface of the flexible cable shield to contact the one or 
more cables for the purpose of sealing the cables and the interior of the housing from 
EMI and environmental contaminants. 

Regarding claim 2, Van Doeselaar et al. as modified by Juris et al. above 
discloses all of the limitations of claim 1 , and further discloses that the housing includes 
at least one wall of an electrically conductive material (see Van Doeselaar et al. col. 3, 
lines 38-40). 

Regarding claim 5, Van Doeselaar et al. as modified by Juris et al. above 
discloses all of the limitations of claim 1 , and further discloses a gasket (44 of Van 
Doeselaar) positioned around the opening and in contact with the first end of a flexible 
cable shield; and a bracket (see Sakata, Figures 3 and 4) positioned against the gasket 
and being secured to the housing causing the gasket and the first end of the flexible 
cable shield to be compressed against the housing. 



Application/Control Number: 09/940,399 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2831 

Regarding claim 6, Van Doeselaar et al. as modified by Juris et al. above 
discloses all of the limitations of claim 5, but does not disclose that the first end of the 
flexible cable shield is folded over the gasket. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have the first end of the 
flexible cable shield folded over the gasket for the purpose of creating a tighter seal, 
since it has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in 
the art. In re Japiske, 86 USPQ 70. 

Regarding claim 7, Van Doeselaar et al. as modified by Juris et al. above 
discloses all of the limitations of claim 1 , and further discloses that the housing includes 
an inner side and an outer side, but does not disclose that the first end of the flexible 
cable shield is secured to the inner side and the second end of the flexible cable shield 
being disposed on the outer side. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to secure the first end of the flexible cable 
shield to the inner side and disposing the second end of the flexible cable shield on the 
outer side for the purpose of providing more secure attachment of the cable shield to 
the housing, since it has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Japiske, 86 USPQ 70. 

Regarding claim 8, Van Doeselaar et al. as modified by Juris et al. above 
discloses all of the limitations of claim 1, and further discloses one or more straps (see 
Sakata, Figures 3 and 4) for cinching the second end of the flexible cable shield. 
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4. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van 
Doeselaaret al. (US 5,717,576) and Juris et al. (US 4,349,241) as applied to claim 1 
above, and further in view of Dubrow et al. (US 4,900,877). 

Regarding claim 3, Van Doeselaar et al. as modified by Juris et al. above 
discloses all of the limitations of claim 1 , but does not disclose that the electrically 
conductive flexible material is a metallized fabric. Dubrow et al. teaches the use of a 
metallized fabric in col. 3, lines 52-60). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use a metallized fabric for at least 
one wall of the housing, since a metallized fabric would provide EMI shielding and yet 
would allow ventilation of the housing. 

5. Claims 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van 
Doeselaar et al. (US 5,71 7,576) in view of Juris et al. (US 4,349,241 ) and Dubrow et al. 
(US 4,900,877) as applied to claim 3 above, and further in view of Prysner (US 
6,225,565 B1). 

Regarding claim 4, Van Doeselaar et al. as modified by Juris et al. and Dubrow 
et al. above discloses all of the limitations of claim 1 , but does not disclose that the 
flexible cable shield includes an outer surface bonded to the inner surface to support the 
inner surface. Prysner teaches that a flexible cable shield that includes an outer surface 
bonded to the inner surface to support the inner surface (see col. 4, lines 36-37 and 
Figure 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include an outer surface bonded to the inner surface to support 
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the inner surface for the purpose of strengthening the flexible cable shield, thereby 
providing greater protection for the cables. 

6. Claims 9 and 1 1-16 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Van Doeselaar et al. (US 5,71 7,576) in view of Prysner (US 6,225,565 B1 ) and 
Sakata et al. (US 5,981,877). 

Regarding claim 9, Van Doeselaar et al. discloses one or more walls configured 
to enclose an electronic device, the one or more walls being electrically conductive to 
shield electromagnetic interference (32, see col. 3, lines 38-40); a cable opening (for 
connector 66) formed through one wall of the one or more walls to allow one or more 
cables to pass through; a cable conduit (64) having a first and second end and an inner 
and outer surface, the first end being secured to the one wall and enclosing the cable 
opening, the inner surface being formed of a flexible electrically conductive material, but 
does not disclose that the outer surface is formed of a flexible electrically non- 
conductive material, the inner and outer surfaces causing the cable conduit to be 
resilient where the second end is configured to be unattached and constrictable to a 
plurality of sizes to closely surround one or more cables minimizing electromagnetic 
interference. Prysner teaches that the outer surface is formed of a flexible electrically 
non-conductive material (see col. 3, lines 45-65). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to make the outer surface of 
a flexible electrically non-conductive material for the purpose of providing protection for 
the conductive shield. Sakata et al. teaches that the inner and outer surfaces cause the 
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cable conduit to be resilient where the second end is configured to be unattached and 
constrictable to a plurality of sizes to closely surround one or more cables minimizing 
electromagnetic interference (see col. 1 , lines 29-32). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include a second 
end being unattached and constrictable to a plurality of sizes to closely surround one or 
more cables minimizing electromagnetic interference, causing the inner surface of the 
flexible cable shield to contact the one or more cables for the purpose of sealing the 
cables and the interior of the housing from EMI and environmental contaminants. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Van Doeselaar et al. as modified by Prysner and Sakata et 
al. above discloses all of the limitations of claim 9, and further discloses that the cable 
conduit is flexibly closeable at a plurality of points along its length (see Van Doeselaar 
col. 3, lines 48-52). 

Regarding claims 12 and 13, Van Doeselaar et al. as modified by Prysner and 
Sakata et al. above discloses all of the limitations of claim 9, and further discloses that 
the first end of the cable conduit includes one or more flaps that are secured to the one 
wall of the enclosure, and a gasket disposed against the one or more flaps and being 
compressed against the wall to minimize openings (see Van Doeselaar col. 3, lines 38- 



Regarding claim 14, Van Doeselaar et al. as modified by Prysner and Sakata et 
al. above discloses all of the limitations of claim 9, and further discloses that the one 
wall includes two panels and where the first end of the cable conduit is secured 
between the two panels (see Van Doeselaar col. 3, lines 38-54). 



54). 
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Regarding claim 15, Van Doeselaar et al. as modified by Prysner and Sakata et 
al. above discloses all of the limitations of claim 14, and further discloses a bracket 
surrounding the first end of the cable conduit and being attached to both of the two 
panels, the bracket securing the first end to one of the two panels (see Sakata, Figures 
3 and 4). 

Regarding claim 16, Van Doeselaar et al. as modified by Prysner and Sakata et 
al. above discloses all of the limitations of claim 9, and further discloses that the inner 
surface of the cable conduit is bonded to the outer surface (see Prysner col. 4, lines 54- 
67, and col. 5, lines 1-11). 

7. Claims 17, 18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Van Doeselaar et al. (US 5,71 7,576) in view of Dubrow et al. (US 4,900,877), 
Prysner (US 6,225,565 B1 ) and Sakata et al. (US 5,981 ,877). 

Regarding claim 17, Van Doeselaar discloses an electrically conductive housing 
(32); a cable opening (for connector 66) formed in the housing to allow one or more 
cables to pass through; a cable conduit (64) enclosing the cable opening and extending 
out therefrom, the cable conduit being formed of a flexible and resilient material and 
having an open end and a securing end, one or more flaps formed at the securing end 
of the cable conduit, the one or more flaps being secured the housing to minimize 
openings therebetween, and the one or more flaps being positioned on the housings to 
surround the cable opening and the cable conduit being resiliently openable and 
closeable to configure the open end of the cable conduit to a plurality of sizes and 
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closely surround and contact one or more cables passing therethrough (see Van 
Doeselaar Figure 2a and 2b). Van Doeselaar does not disclose an inner surface layer 
formed in the cable conduit being an electrically conductive fabric to reduce 
electromagnetic interference; an outer surface layer formed in the cable conduit being 
an electrically non-conductive material that is resilient; that the open end has 
unattached open end; or that the conduit is collapsible. Dubrow et al. teaches the use 
of a metallized conductive fabric in col. 3, lines 52-60). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use a metallized 
conductive fabric for at least one wall of the housing, since a metallized conductive 
fabric would provide EMI shielding and yet would allow ventilation of the housing. 
Prysner teaches that the outer surface is formed of a flexible electrically non-conductive 
material (see col. 3, lines 45-65). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to make the outer surface of a flexible 
electrically non-conductive material for the purpose of providing protection for the 
conductive shield. Sakata et al. teaches an unattached and resiliently openable and 
collapsible in Figures 3 and 4, and col. 1 , lines 29-32. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to make the open end 
unattached for the purpose of allowing the cables to move in different directions and 
connect with a greater variety of devices, and to make the open end collapsible for the 
purpose of sealing the cables and the interior of the housing from EMI and 
environmental contaminants. 



Application/Control Number: 09/940,399 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2831 

Regarding claim 1 8, Van Doeselaar as modified by Dubrow et al., Prysner and 
Sakata et al. above discloses all of the limitations of claim 17, but does not specifically 
disclose that an electrically conductive fabric is metallized nylon. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
metallized nylon for the conductive fabric, since it has been held to be within the general 
skill of a worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the 
intended use as a matter of obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. 

Regarding claim 20, Van Doeselaar as modified by Dubrow et al., Prysner and 
Sakata et al. above discloses all of the limitations of claim 1 7, and further discloses that 
the cable conduit is flexibly closeable at a plurality of points along its length (see Van 
Doeselaar col. 3, lines 48-52). 

8. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van 
Doeselaar et al. (US 5,71 7,576) in view of Prysner (US 6,225,565 B1 ), Sakata et al. (US 
5,981 ,877) and Dubrow et al. (US 4,900,877). 

Regarding claim 10, Van Doeselaar et al. as modified by Prysner and Sakata et 
al. above discloses all of the limitations of claim 9, and further discloses that the flexible 
electrically non-conductive material is a resilient cellular structured material (see 
Prysner Figure 2). The modified Van Doeselaar does not disclose that the flexible 
electrically conductive material is a metallized fabric. Dubrow et al. teaches the use of a 
metallized fabric in col. 3, lines 52-60). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use a metallized fabric for at least 
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one wall of the housing, since a metallized fabric would provide EMI shielding and yet 
would allow ventilation of the housing. 

9. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van 
Doeselaar et al. (US 5,71 7,576) in view of Dubrow et al. (US 4,900,877), Prysner (US 
6,225,565 B1 ) and Sakata et al. (US 5,981 ,877) as applied to claim 1 7 above, and 
further in view of Kirma (US 5,126,507). 

Regarding claim 19, Van Doeselaar as modified by Dubrow et al., Prysner and 
Sakata et al. above discloses all of the limitations of claim 1 7, but does not disclose an 
electrically conductive bracket positioned against the one or more flaps and being 
secured to the housing to compress the one or more flaps against the housing. Kirma 
teaches an electrically conductive bracket (76) positioned against the one or more flaps 
and being secured to the housing to compress the one or more flaps against the 
housing (see Kirma col. 4, lines 25-35). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include an electrically conductive 
bracket (76) positioned against the one or more flaps and being secured to the housing 
to compress the one or more flaps against the housing in view of the teaching of Kirma 
for the purpose of sealing the cables and the interior of the housing from EMI and 
environmental contaminants. 



Application/Control Number: 09/940,399 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2831 

Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-20 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to W. David Walkenhorst whose telephone number is (703) 
306-5402. The examiner can normally be reached on M, Tu, Th, F 8:00AM-5:30PM, 
and alternate Weds. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dean Reichard can be reached on (703) 308-0956. The fax phone numbers 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 305-1341 
for regular communications and (703) 305-1341 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308- 
0956. 




Walkenhorst:wdw 
May 29, 2003 



